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. user to function within the constraints of an ope*ting system which limits a manner* which 

(C«, linesZO-*!.) As etal. makes abundantly cear d. fta. ^ * 
Windows '95 operating system would limit the manner m which data may be stored and 
categorized so as to be incrmwatible with Lisle et al. 

Ty n»ima rastinguished 

p^ rj™ nf Claim I Under V> T T S.C. 3 103(a) 

As can be appreciate from the summaries provided above, tho present invention is 
significantly different from Windows95 in view of Lisle et al. 

However, as noted in the Offir* Action, some of the elements nf Claim 1 already exist in 
Windows^. For example, Windows95 does have a desktop such a* the screen element, 
WindowsM is an operating system, and Windows9S does have file operation dialog boxes. 
These file operation dialog boxes are even accessible by registered and unregistered programs. 
However, unlike Window^, and what was not pointed nut in Lisle et al. or the Office Action, is 
that Claim 1 claims "file operation dialog bo>*s . . .which are defined - . - to specify a file 
confer associated wiln the predetermined file-container icon as a default document container." 
As Windows95 does not teach a default document container, nor for that matter file operation 
dialog boxes that are defined to specify a default document container, WinoWS fails to teach 
this element of Claim 1. Additionally, while the Lisle et al. reference docs teach collecting 
representations of documents into its "drawers," these drawers arc not for the files related to the 
application programs; rather, they are just representations of those files that are used to access 
the files through an interface over the filing system of the operating system. Accordingly, -t need 
hardly be noted that when the operating system-provided file operation dialog boxes of Claim 1 
arc use-d neither Windows95 nor Lisle et al. teaches or sugfiests having the file operation dialog 
hexes specify a default document container for files related to one or more application programs. 
As neuter Windows95 nor Lisle rt al. teaches a default document container or specifying such a 
default document container on file operation dialog boxes, applicants respectfully request that 
the Examiner withdraw the rejection to Claim 1, as it is already in condition for allowance. 
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Claim s 2-5 

Claims depend from Claim I and are allowable &/ all me reasons disused above 
withregardtc Claim 1. Additionally, Claims 2-5 contain additional events which differ^nate 
me m in Gain, 1. For example, Ctah.2 provides a destination mean tfem aesocta «! w,*a 
file to permit the file to be moved nr copied to the default doc*n«t confer of Cta» • The 
file senWeature of the destination men* item of Claim 1 is described m greater detail u, , the 
specification on page 13, lines 27-30, and shown in FIGURE 4E of the present appLc^r, 
Applicants have been unable to find any lefan* within Window^ or m L*l« ct *L wfcch 
teaches or suggests a "Send To My Documents" feature. As the dependent cbnn» of Claun , 
Claims 2-5 retain such additional features; it is therefore asserted that Claims W are allowable 
for thRRc reasons as well. 

Claim 6 

Claim 6 in many respects is similar to Claim 1 and is allowable for all the reasons above 
with regard to Claim 1. Additionally, Claim 6 makes it abundantly clear that the default file- 
storage container is defined by the operating system as the default file-storage container on file 
operation dialog windows. As neither Wind0ws95 nor L«le et al. teaches a default file-storage 
container or, for that matter, a default file-storag* container that is presented as such on file 
operation dialog windows, Claim <5 is allowable for these reasons as well. 

rlaim«!7.n 

As Claims 7-11 depend from Claim 6, they are allowable for all the reasons noted above 
with regard to Claims 6 and 1. Additionally, these claims contain elements further 
differentiating them from the cited references. For example, Claim 7 provides for a master file 
that contains information regarding a physical Storage device for the default file-storage 
container and its physical storage device. While Window.95 may contain a master file th a t 
contains global information about the operating system and physical devices used by the 
operating system, Windows95 does not contain a master file containing global ^formation 
regarding a physical storage device of the default factorage container. This is apparent as 
Windows95 does not teach a default file-storage container. In another example from Claim 9, 
while Windows95 may teach that a master file is accessible over a network by a network 
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.dnrt*** as Window^ does not teach a default fii™ C e container * need hardly b« 
noted that Windows-does not teach changing the tafbnorion regarding the physical storage 
device of the default filestore container. Accordingly, as neither Lisle et a!, nor W,ndows9 
teaches these additional dements, Claims 7-11 are allowable for at least these reasons a S weU^ 
Accordingly, applicant, respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections to 
Claims 7-11. 

qpiniij Hand 25 

Independent Claims 12 and 25 *rc similar and, accordingly, are discussed together. As 
noted above, Windows95 does teach an operating system that may have one or more registered 
or unregistered applications. However, there is no teaching in Windows95 of the steps discussed 
in Claims 12 and 25. In particular, their three "determining" Steps are disclosed nowhere m 
Window^ or LisV. ctal. Still further, the step of "setting a default folder for storing files 
related to the, one application" ia nowhere taught or jested in either Windows or L.slc et al. 
Accordingly, as none of the cited references teaches or suggests the majority of rhe elements of 
Claims 12 and 25, these claims are in rendition for allowance. 

Claims 13 and 14 are sufficiently similar that they are also discussed together. Again, as 
the operating system of Windows 95 does provide file operation dining boxes that are accessible 
by a plurality of registered or unregistered application programs, neither Lisle etal. nor 
WindOWs95 teaches providing "a predetermined file starve folder as a default folder on file 
operation dialog boxes." As none of the cited references teaches file operation dialog boxes tbat 
have been provided with a default folder, it need hardly be noted that neither Window S 95 nor 
Lisle et al. renders Claims 13 or 14 obvious. Therefore Claims 13 and 14 should be considered 
ns being in condition for allowance. 

Claim 



Claim 15 is allowable for similar reasons as the independent claims discussed above. As 
Claim 15 teaches an operating system comprising one or more file-management modules that are 
defined to provide a default file-Storage folder, it is again apparent that neither Windows95 nor 
Lisle et al. teaches providing a default file-storage folder, let alone providing one or more file- 
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lament module* that are defined to pmvido such a default fi.e« ft Ider 

providing such a default file-sto^c folder to file-manag^ent modules, CtamlS also 
condition for allowance. 

Claim 21 provide, for an operating system with a graphical user interface that includes a 
desktop that provides access to a predetermined fib storage container, and ^^^l 
opIIo- wLow, wherein each file-operations window includes a link to desktop. £d*r 
Window nor Lisle * al. teaches file-cations windows that incladc a hnk to the de^ 
Still further, Window^ and Lisle * al. fail to teach or suggest file operation wmdows that 
include a link to a desktop wherein the desktop provides access to a predetermined file-stor^c 
container. Accordingly, Claim 25 is allowable over the cited references. 

Claim 27 provides for an operating system providing a default document fclder for use by 
registered or uttered plication program, before the installation of*, apphcahon 
"gxams on a computer system. Neither Window^ nor Lisle eta., teaches or suggests 
lading for a default document folder before the insolation of appUcahon programs on 
computer system. Claim27 also provides for displaying an icon associated with a default 
doc*** folder during a file operation relating to one or more of the «^ 
Again, Windows'* and Lisle ct al. fail to teach a default do^nent folder and also fail o tcadh 
dTplaying an icon associated with a default document mlder during a file operation related to 
1 ofmore of the application program,. Accordingly, as none of the c*d references 
anticipates or renders obvious Claim 27, Claim 2.7 is now in condition for allowance. 

r^Tlfi 1 ?. 20. and 28 

Claims 19 and 23 are similar and are discussed together. Claim 19 provides for a 
graphical user interface that includes a mnst-rcccntly-used file menu that delays links to one or 
nZ most-recently-used Hies and to one or more m^lM^- While Windows9 do. 
teach a most-recently-us* do— list, it does not teach that such a list — . : * -any 
folders, let alone to one or more document folders. As the most-recently-used list of Wmdows95 
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